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Appendix A Comments and Coordination

Environmental Impact Statement Coordination Process

Advisory Committees

Since its inception, the Edmonds Crossing project has been guided by a number of
advisory committees. Routine technical issues have been addressed by the Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC). The TAC has functioned in a fashion similar to the
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) Interdisciplinary Team
(IDT). The TAC for this project is composed of staff with appropriate technical
training and skills from WSDOT, Washington State Ferries (WSF), City of
Edmonds, Kitsap County, Port of Edmonds, and Community Transit.

A Community Advisory Committee was also created to review various design
concepts and to provide input into the project development. This committee was
composed of representatives of the following organizations or interests:

 • Snohomish County
 • Ferry Riders Coalition
 • Town of Woodway
 • Edmonds citizens (4)
 • Regional Transit Authority (Sound Transit)
 • Edmonds Chamber of Commerce
 • Puget Sound Regional Council
 • Port of Edmonds
 • Kitsap County
 • Snohomish County Economic Development Council

A Project Oversight Committee has met periodically at key milestones during
project development and the environmental review process. This committee is
primarily composed of the following elected officials or representatives:

 • Mayor of Edmonds
 • Edmonds City Council
 • Washington State U.S. Senators
 • Community Transit Board Member
 • Community Transit Director
 • Mayor of Poulsbo
 • Port of Edmonds Commissioner
 • Snohomish County Executive
 • State Senator 21st District
 • State Senator 38th District
 • State Representative 23rd District
 • State Representatives 21st District (2)
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 • Washington State Transportation Commission (2)
 • Mayor of Woodway
 • Department of Ecology
 • Union Oil Company of California (UNOCAL)

These committees provided review and guidance for all major decisions as noted
elsewhere in this document. In addition, the recommendations for an alternative
selection was approved during formal actions by the Edmonds City Council.
Additional City Council work sessions have been held periodically to keep the
Council informed about the project’s progress.

Agency Involvement

A number of federal, state, regional, and local agencies and tribes have been
involved in the development of the Edmonds Crossing project and the preparation
of the environmental impact statement (EIS).

Pre-Environmental Impact Statement Regulatory Agency Meeting

Agencies were initially informed about the project by means of a pre-EIS
Regulatory Agency meeting in August 1994. The intent of this meeting was to
review the project and solicit input on issues of concern that needed to be
considered in the early design of the proposed facilities. The following agencies
attended the meeting and/or provided comments on issues:

 • Federal:
 - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
 - National Marine Fisheries Services (NMFS)
 - U.S. Coast Guard
 - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

 • State:
 - Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology)
 - Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)
 - Washington State Department of Natural Resources (WDNR)
 - Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) (Rail

Branch, Office of Urban Mobility, Washington State Ferries, and
Northwest Region)

 • Regional:
 - Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency (PSAPCA)
 - Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC)
 - Community Transit

 • Local:
 - Snohomish County
 - Kitsap County
 - City of Edmonds
 - Town of Woodway

Issues of concern raised by agency staff during this meeting and in comment letters
included the following:
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 • Contaminated soil at UNOCAL/clean-up schedule
 • Intertidal habitat
 • Willow Creek and Edmonds Marsh
 • Overwater structure and shading effects on habitat
 • Refueling of ferry vessels at Edmonds and fuel storage
 • Stormwater runoff

Agency Environmental Impact Statement Scoping Meeting

A formal Agency EIS Scoping Meeting was conducted in May 1995. The purpose of
the meeting was to initiate the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) EIS
process by soliciting comments from agencies on issues that should be addressed in
the EIS. The following agencies attended this meeting:

 • Federal:
 - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
 - NMFS
 - Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
 - Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

 • State:
 - Ecology
 - WDFW
 - WSDOT

 • Regional:
 - Regional Transit Authority (Sound Transit)
 - Community Transit

 • Local:
 - Kitsap County
 - City of Edmonds
 - Town of Woodway
 - Port of Edmonds

The following were issues identified during this meeting to be addressed in the EIS:

 • Eelgrass
 • Coverage overwater and shading impacts
 • Intertidal and subtidal habitat
 • Stormwater runoff from pier and surface areas/water quality
 • Ferry scour
 • Edmonds Marsh
 • Fuel spills
 • Marina Beach Park
 • Interference with tribal treaty fishing rights

Special Agency Comment Meeting

A special agency meeting was held in September 1996 in order to receive comments
on the mitigation measures to be proposed in the EIS. Representatives from the
following agencies attended the meeting:
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 • Federal
 - Corps
 - Coast Guard Vessel Traffic Service
 - USFWS

 • Native American Tribes
 - Suquamish Tribe Fisheries Department
 - Tulalip Tribes Fisheries Department

 • State
 - Ecology
 - WDFW
 - WDNR
 - WSDOT

 • Local
 - City of Edmonds

The following comments were received during the meeting:

 • Ecology is likely to require studies of the possible contamination of offshore
sediments before the project can proceed (at this time, such studies have not
been conducted)

 • The Corps is concerned about the length of the pier and the workability of the
people-mover system in a marine environment

 • Concern about the treatment of stormwater coming off the ferry pier

 • WDFW urged that effects of ferries on eelgrass and algae beds be monitored
and that the current ferry pier would be a good location to fill for eelgrass
mitigation and that the results should be monitored

 • WDNR is not in favor of mitigation on state lands and may not allow eelgrass
mitigation at the current ferry pier

 • The “no net loss of fish habitat” policy may require removal of all shading
structures to accommodate a new shading structure or a reduced size of the new
structure

Interagency Working Agreement (NEPA/404 Merger Agreement)

Discharges of dredged or fill material in waters of the United States, including
wetlands, require permitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). In
June1995, the Interagency Working Agreement to Integrate Special Aquatic
Resources (Secion 404 of the CWA) Permit Requirements into the NEPA and the
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) in the State of Washington was signed.
This agreement integrates the Section 404 permit process and other related
permitting and certification procedures into the NEPA and SEPA processes early in
the project programming and project development stages.
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The signatory agencies to this agreement are FHWA, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries, Corps, EPA, USFWS, Ecology,
WDFW, and WSDOT.

In January 1996, the Signatory Agencies met at the annual monitoring and
evaluation meeting to consider revisions and clarifications regarding the agreement.
One of the clarifications considered was the term “U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
individual permit.” It was agreed that the process applies to the Corps individual
permit review, which includes work and structures that are located in, or affect,
navigable waters of the United States (regulated by the Corps under Section 10 of
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899).

This clarification pertaining to the inclusion of the Section 10 individual permit into
the merger process meant that the Edmonds Crossing project would need to follow
the requirements of the process. The process involves three Concurrence Points at
which the lead agency requests formal concurrence and the signatory agencies
provide concurrence, nonconcurrence, or elect not to participate at that particular
stage in the process. Concurrence signifies that the information to date is adequate
and that the project can proceed to the next stage. Nonconcurrence would imply that
the information to date is inadequate, the potential adverse impacts would be so
substantial that permits would probably be denied, or the project should be modified
to reduce the impacts.

All signatories responded to the request for Concurrence Point 1. This point relates
to the purpose of and the need for the project, the criteria for alternative selection,
and the role of all agencies. NOAA Fisheries chose to waive the opportunity to
provide comment on the first concurrence point. USFWS and EPA concurred with
no additional comments at that time. Corps, Ecology, and WDFW concurred with
comments. Responses to those comments are included in this appendix.

Concurrence Point 2 focused on the identification of alternatives to evaluate in the
Draft EIS and the preliminary preferred alternative. NOAA Fisheries chose to waive
the opportunity to provide comments. EPA, USFWS, Ecology, and WDFW
concurred with comments. Responses to those comments are included in this
appendix.

Tribal Consultations

In addition to the meetings with interested agencies, a number of tribes were
contacted directly by letter for input on issues of concern. The tribes contacted
included:

 • Yakama Indian Nation
 • Tulalip Tribes
 • Swinomish Tribe
 • Lummi Nation
 • Suquamish Tribe
 • Muckleshoot Tribe
 • Skokomish Tribe
 • Jamestown S'Klallam Tribe
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 • Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe
 • Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe

In accordance with new requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) associated with consultation with affected tribes, FHWA
has recently made a formal request that the tribes provide appropriate input on the
project.

Discipline Reports and Preliminary Document Review and Comment

The agencies and tribes mentioned above were given the opportunity to review and
comment on the discipline reports that formed the technical basis for this EIS as
well as an earlier draft of this document. The following agencies provided written
input:

 • U. S. Coast Guard
 • USFWS
 • FTA
 • National Park Service
 • Suquamish Tribe
 • Ecology
 • WDFW
 • DNR
 • Washington State Interagency for Outdoor Recreation

The comments provided in that input reflected the areas of concern and interest of
each agency and encompasses fishing rights, marine transportation, water quality,
contamination at the existing UNOCAL property, park land impacts, over-water
shading, and landside access. Where appropriate, this input is reflected in the EIS.

Table A-1 lists other contacts made during the preparation of the EIS with public
agencies, jurisdictions, and organizations with an interest in the proposed project.

Community Involvement

The public involvement program has been oriented around the phases of project
development. As part of the pre-EIS phase, two open houses were held in Edmonds
and Kingston in June 1994 to introduce the project to communities of interest in the
City of Edmonds, south Snohomish County, and Kitsap County. A total of
70 individuals attended in Kingston, while 85 individuals attended in Edmonds.
Display boards described the issues and diagrams illustrated alternative sites. The
format of the open house allowed the public to ask questions of staff and offer their
feedback. A questionnaire was distributed to participants and 60 (39 percent of the
attendees) forms were returned. The results of the questionnaire indicated the
following results:

 • The lack of a separate facility to load and unload walk-on passengers and the
volume of traffic in the area were seen as the most important transportation
issues.
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 • More than half the respondents indicated that improved pedestrian amenities
and improved pedestrian access to the ferries were needed improvements.

In addition to the questionnaire, members of the public made comments on easel
pads located throughout the open houses, including the need for two ferry slips,
suggestions regarding a cross-Sound tunnel, and the need for transit improvements.

The EIS phase of the project was initiated with a formal Public Scoping Meeting in
April 1995. The intent of this federally mandated meeting was to solicit comments
from the public on the proposal project, the specific EIS alternatives, and those
issues that should be addressed in the EIS. Roughly 60 individuals attended the
open house held in Edmonds. Project drawings were available for review; City of
Edmonds, WSDOT, and consultant team staff members were present to answer
questions, and two brief project overviews were presented. Attendees were urged to
provide comments on preprinted comment forms and/or easel pads scattered
throughout the open house. The following issues were identified:

 • Vehicle exhaust in the ferry holding area

 • Diesel smoke from trains

 • Noise associated with ferry loading and unloading operations and increased
train traffic

 • Offshore erosion

 • Increased stormwater runoff

 • Protection of Edmonds Marsh and wildlife habitats

 • Fuel and toxic spills

 • Land use along the waterfront

 • Effects on parkland and recreational activities

 • Effects on property values

 • Effects on local business

 • View blockage

 • Ferry traffic on Pine Street east of State Route (SR) 104

 • Traffic to and from Woodway

 • Increased accident potential

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Period
The Draft EIS was issued on February 25, 1998. An informal public hearing on the
EIS was conducted on April 2, 1998, at the Edmonds Public Library in downtown
Edmonds. The hearing was attended by approximately 80 people. Plans, maps, and
other pertinent project information were on display and project staff members were
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present to answer questions and provide additional information regarding design
issues, environmental impacts and mitigation, and the project schedules. Nine of the
attendees provided formal verbal and/or written comments to the court reporter. Pre-
printed comment forms were also distributed to attendees. Thirteen such forms were
completed and mailed back to WSDOT. WSDOT received another 17 letters from
members of the public. Comments on the Draft EIS were also received from the
following public agencies and tribes:

 • Corps
 • NMFS
 • EPA, Region 10
 • USFWS
 • U.S. Department of the Interior (DOT)
 • The Suquamish Tribe
 • Ecology
 • WDFW
 • Snohomish County Public Works
 • Community Transit

In all, there were over 200 comments received by WSDOT on the Draft EIS. The
responses to comments are included in Chapters 7, 8, and 9 of this Final EIS.

Coordination Events Since Draft
Environmental Impact Statement Comment Period

Additional Tribal Consultation

Based on comments from the Suquamish Tribe and similar comments from other
agencies regarding concern of potential impacts to the continued exercise of Treaty
fishing rights and activities within a popular and productive tribal fishing area at the
northern end of Salmon Management Area 10, the project team initiated an
extensive government-to-government coordination and consultation process with all
potentially affected Native American Tribes, including the Suquamish, Tulalip,
Lummi, and Swinomish. As a result of numerous one-on-one and group discussions,
and facilitation provided by the WSDOT Tribal Liaison Office, the Draft EIS
Alternative 2 was modified by realigning the ferry pier northward to along the
Marina Beach Park/Port of Edmonds Marina boundary. By doing so, ferry
operations would be outside Salmon Management Area (SMA) 10, thus minimizing
potential physical conflict between ferries and fishing boats and adverse impacts on
the number of fish caught and the larger tribal economy. In order to identify
appropriate mitigation measures for unavoidable adverse impacts, FHWA, WSDOT,
the City of Edmonds, and the Tribal parties signed a Memorandum of Agreement
(see the complete MOA in the Tribal Consultations section of this appendix).
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Technical Advisory Committee

The project TAC, functioning as the IDT, met on December 11, 2002, and
recommended that Modified Alternative 2 be selected as the project preferred
alternative.

Project Oversight Committee

The Oversight Committee met on December 11, 2002, to consider the TAC
recommendation regarding the identification of the preferred alternative. The
Oversight Committee expressed unanimous support for Modified Alternative 2 as
the preferred alternative.

January 2003 Public Open House

A public open house was conducted on January 22, 2003, at the Edmonds City Hall.
The intent of the open house was to present the Modified Alternative 2 to the public
and to solicit comments on the changes proposed. The open house was attended by
approximately 125 people. A newsletter highlighting the modified alternative was
distributed two weeks in advance to encourage attendance. Display boards were
used to illustrate relevant project information; project staff members were present to
answer questions and to provide additional information. Preprinted comment forms
were distributed to attendees, and 22such forms were completed and returned at the
end of the meeting. Other comments were provided to a court recorder or via email.
In all, 59 individual comments were received. Responses to these comments are
included in Chapter 10 of this Final EIS.

February 3, 2003 Town of Woodway Council Meeting

On February 3, 2003, the Edmonds Crossing project team presented an overview of
the Edmonds Crossing project to the Woodway Town Council. Project team
members were present to answer questions and provide additional information
regarding design issues, environmental impacts, mitigation, and project schedules.
A question-and-answer session followed. The Town Council passed a resolution
expressing their support for Modified Alternative 2 (Point Edwards).

February 2003 Edmonds City Council Meeting

On February 18, 2003, the Edmonds Crossing project team presented an overview
of the Edmonds Crossing project to the Edmonds City Council. Public comment was
solicited, and a question-and-answer session followed.

Port of Edmonds Commission Meetings

The Edmonds Crossing project team presented an overview of the Edmonds
Crossing project to the Port of Edmonds Commission at three meetings: February 10
and 24 and March 10, 2003. Public comment was solicited, and a question-and-
answer session followed. On March 10, 2003, Port of Edmonds Commissioners
passed Resolution No. 03-01 expressing an endorsement of the Modified
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Alternative 2 (Point Edwards) and supporting final agency adoption, funding, and
implementation.

Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation

Because the acquisition and development of portions of both Marina Beach Park
and Olympic Beach Park would involve the use of Section 6(f) of the Land and
Water Conservation Act funds administered by the Washington State Office of the
Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation (IAC), coordination with IAC has
taken place throughout the EIS process. Since the preferred alternative (Modified
Point Edwards Alternative) would require use of that portion of Marina Beach Park
recently funded by IAC, the City of Edmonds made initial informal contact with
IAC staff to determine further steps in the land conversion process. Based on those
discussions, a formal Conversion Request Package was submitted to IAC in
February 2003. The package included information on the need for conversion to a
nonrecreational use, the impacts and benefits of the conversion, the evaluation of
possible alternatives to conversion, and the identification of suitable (equal fair
market value and recreational utility) replacement property to the south of the
existing UNOCAL pier. In response to the conversion request, IAC indicated in a
letter dated February 26, 2003 (included in Chapter 6 of this EIS) that the agency
"will work with the City of Edmonds to finalize the conversion process prior to
award of the construction contract for Phase One of the Point Edwards Alternative."

NEPA/404 Merger Agreement Concurrence Point No. 3

Concurrence Point No. 3 relates to the selection of the Preferred Alternative and the
associated mitigation package. In March 2004, the project team recommended to the
Signatory Agencies that Modified Alternative 2 be selected as the Preferred
Alternative. USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and Washington Department of Ecology
concurred. EPA, the Corps, and the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
concurred with comments. Responses to those comments are included in this
appendix.

UNOCAL Concurrence with the Preferred Alternative Design

As part of Modified Alternative 2, the preferred alternative, Willow Creek would be
realigned and redesigned to allow for a number of “daylighted” sections through the
project area. This proposal is intended to address a number of concerns raised by
public agencies and the general public during review of the Draft EIS. In developing
the new proposal, the project team coordinated its design efforts with UNOCAL, the
current property owner. UNOCAL has accepted the “daylighting” concept.

Permits, Licenses, and other Required Actions or Approvals
According to resource agencies having permitting authority, it is anticipated that the
following permits or other actions or approvals will be required:
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 • Corps
 - Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act Permit (for work in navigable

waters)
 - Section 404 of the CWA Permit (for discharge of dredge or fill

material in waters of the United States)

 • Ecology
 - Water Quality Certification, Section 401 of the CWA (for discharge

into waters of the United States)
 - NPDES Stormwater Permit Associated with Construction Activities

(for construction activities affecting more than 2 hectares/5 acres of
land and having a stormwater discharge to surface waters or a storm
sewer)

 - Temporary Modification of Water Quality Criteria (for construction
activities that may temporarily violate state water quality standards)

 • WDFW
 - Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA, for work that would change or use

any waters of the state)

 • DNR
 - Outer Harbor Line Relocation Approval (because the new ferry pier

under Modified Alternative 2 (Point Edwards) or Alternative 3 (Mid-
Waterfront) would extend beyond the outer line of Edmonds Harbor)

 • City of Edmonds
 - Shoreline Substantial Development Permit (for construction activities

within 200 feet of shorelines of the state)
 - Variance/Conditional Use Permit (because the new ferry pier under

Alternative 3 [Mid-Waterfront] would extend beyond the outer line of
Edmonds Harbor)

 - Architectural Design Board
 - Clearing Permit
 - Building Permit

In addition to specific permits, other likely actions or approvals that will be required
include:

 • Section 4(f) Approval (related to impacts to parks and recreational lands,
wildlife refuges, and historic sites): FHWA, DOI, and the City of Edmonds

 • Section 7 Consultation (related to impacts to threatened or endangered plant and
animal species): USFWS and NOAA Fisheries

 • Section 106 Process (related to impacts on historic properties and coordination
with Native American tribes): Washington State Office of Archaeology and
Historic Preservation (OAHP), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
and affected tribes

 • Section 6(f) Approval (related to the Modified Alternative 2 impacts to Marina
Beach Park and Alternative 3 impacts to Olympic Beach Park, both of which
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were improved, in part, with Land and Water Conservation Act Funds):
Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation, DOI, and the City of Edmonds

 • City of Edmonds Critical Area Ordinance Determination
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Table A-1
Agency Contacts

Element of the
Environment

Contact Agency/Jurisdiction/Organization

Air Quality Pade, Gerry Puget Sound Air Pollution Agency

Brater, R. Washington State Ferries

Fiene, Don City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Fischer, D. City of Edmonds Wastewater Treatment Plant

Hjort, J. Laebugten Salmon Chapter of Trout Unlimited, Deer Creek Fish
Hatchery

Lancaster, Doug Washington State Department of Natural Resources

Thompson, Janet Washington State Department of Ecology

Waterways and
Hydrological Systems

Water Quality

Williams, G. Snohomish County Surface Water Management Division

Comstock, Joseph UNOCAL Corporation

Mueller, Thomas U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Kennedy, Jack U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Norwood, Sandy Washington State Department of Natural Resources

Wetlands

Ohlde, Arvilla City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Anderson, J. Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Boettner, John Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Bumgardner, D. Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Bush, Jody U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services

Calambokidis, John Cascadia Research

Carman, Randy Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Chapman, A Lummi Tribe

Cruise, C. City of Edmonds

Duncan, Margaret Suquamish Tribe

Fiene, Don City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Flotlin, K. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Frederick, David U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Gearin, Pat Marine Mammal Research

Hatch, Randy Suquamish Tribe

Hayes, M. Suquamish Tribe

Hayman, B. Swinomish Tribe

Heist, D. Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Malcolm, R. Muckleshoot Tribe

McAllister, Kelly Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Murphy, F. Brackett's Landing Organization

Vegetation, Fisheries,
and Wildlife

Negri, Steve Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Table A-1
Agency Contacts

Element of the
Environment

Contact Agency/Jurisdiction/Organization

Norberg, Bruce National Marine Fisheries Service

Nysewinder, David Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Ohlde, Arvilla City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Opperman, Tony Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Pavel, J. Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission

Reusenbichler, R. Seattle Audubon Society

Richie, Bill Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Romanski, Tim U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Schirato, Greg Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Sheldon, F. Tulalip Tribe

Stay, Ed Laebugton Salmon Chapter of Trout Unlimited, Deer Creek Fish
Hatchery

Stein, Janet Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Thompson, Patricia Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Thompson, W. Trout Unlimited

Toba, Derrick Tulalip Tribe

Vegetation, Fisheries,
and Wildlife (contd.)

Zischke, Jay Suquamish Tribe

Wilson, Jeffrey City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Vinish, Kirk City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Sanders, Geralyn Port of Edmonds

Weinman, Richard Huckell/Weinman Associates, Inc.

Wenman, Robert Kitsap County Planning Department

Land Use

Johnson, Doug Kitsap Transit

Bauer, R. Snohomish County PUD No. 1

Brouse, W. Transportation Department, Edmonds School District

Gradwohl, J. Comcast

Hickok, R. Edmonds Police Department

Hyde, Gordon City of Edmonds

Johnson, M. Olympic View Water & Sewer District

Lang, T. Puget Sound Energy

Loveless, L. Puget Sound Energy

Lucas, Gary Edmonds Fire Department

McReynolds, M. Snohomish County PUD No. 1

Meehan, T. Verizon Communciations

Passey, C. South County Senior Center

Social

Soholt, S. Edmonds School District
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Table A-1
Agency Contacts

Element of the
Environment

Contact Agency/Jurisdiction/Organization

Toskey, Bill Port of Edmonds

Westfall, John Edmonds Fire DepartmentSocial (contd.)

Whitman, T. Edmonds Fire Department

Beal, David Regional Transit Authority

Chave, Rob City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Farmen, Doug City of Edmonds

Mar, Paul City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Olson, Jeff Washington State Department of Revenue

Economics

Toskey, Bill Port of Edmonds

Braun, James James R. Braun and Associates

Sanders, Geralyn Port of EdmondsRelocation

Toskey, Bill Port of Edmonds

Comstock, Joseph UNOCAL Corporation

Whitlam, Robert Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation

Robbins, Elizabeth WSDOT

Sigo, Charles Suquamish Tribe

Cultural Resources

Forsman, Leonard Suquamish Tribe

Brearely, Mark UNOCAL Corporation

Cobourn, G. Washington State Department of Ecology

Comstock, Joseph UNOCAL Corporation

Howard, D. Port of Edmonds

Lin, Sunny Washington State Department of Ecology

McComas, G. Edmonds Fire Department

South, David Washington State Department of Ecology

Thompson, Janet Washington State Department of Ecology

Toskey, Bill Port of Edmonds

Trejo, Barbara Washington State Department of Ecology

Hazardous Waste

Turvey, Martha Washington State Department of Ecology

Anderson, J. Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Ashton, R. U.S. Coast Guard Vessel Traffic Service

Bishop, S. Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission

Carmen, Randy Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Chave, Rob City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Conlan, S. U.S. Coast Guard Vessel Traffic Service

Fielder, F. Amtrak

Transportation

Fort, Bill Federal Transit Administration
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Table A-1
Agency Contacts

Element of the
Environment

Contact Agency/Jurisdiction/Organization

Graham, M. Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission

Hall, L. Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad (BNSFRR)

Harvey, B. Regional Transit Authority (RTA)

Haug, G. BNSFRR

Howard, D. Port of Edmonds

Hyde, Gordon City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Jackson, J. RTA

Laird, C. Amtrak

Linnane, R. BNSFRR

Malcolm, Roderick Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

Mar, Paul City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Matoff, T. RTA

Morris, J. B. U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Division

Normand, M. Community Transit

Prestrud, Charles Community Transit

Scott, T. Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Shank, Charles Kitsap County Department of Public Works

VanGassbeek, K. U.S. Coast Guard Vessel Traffic Service

White, T. BNSFRR

Wilson, Jeffrey City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Wilson, Robert U.S. Coast Guard

Transportation
(contd.)

Zischke, Jay Suquamish Indian Tribe

Eychener, Jim Washington State Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation

Montfort, M. Washington Water Trails Association

Ohlde, Arvilla City of Edmonds Community Services Department

Toskey, Bill Port of Edmonds

Section 4(f)

Westberg, Rory U.S. National Park Service

SEA31009908193.doc/043010032
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Interagency Working Agreement Concurrence
The following materials are organized by concurrence point. The first item for each
concurrence point is an example of the standard letter sent to the agencies
participating in the Section 404 Merger Agreement process:

 • NOAA Fisheries
 • U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
 • Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife
 • Washington State Department of Ecology
 • U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
 • U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Following the standard letter are the agencies’ concurrence materials, including
comments if provided. After the materials for all of the concurrence points is a
matrix presenting the response to agency comments.



Concurrence Point #1

























Concurrence Point #2















































Responses to Agency Comments
on Concurrence Points #1 and #2
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Merger Project Report
SR 104, Edmonds Crossing

Type of Environmental Document: Project-Specific EIS
Target Date for Construction: Phase 1 complete 2005, full buildout complete 2015
Project Status: Received Corps concurrence with comments on points 1 and 2
Concurrence Point: 1 and 2
Concurrence Point Due Date: (1) 5/5/97 and (2) 6/25/97

Agency Letter or
Concurrence

Point

Responses to Comments

NMFS Pt .  1–W
03/26/97

NMFS Pt.2–W
07/01/97

USFWS Pt. 1–C
05/12/97

USFWS Pt. 2-C/C
06/20/97

Comments in
10/03/96 letter

1a: Marine sediments in the vicinity of the UNOCAL pier are discussed in Section 3, "Hazardous Waste," of the EIS (page 3-109).
The chemical analytical results of a sediment investigation showed compliance with the Washington State Sediment Quality Standards
(SQS) [WAC 173-204-320]; the marine sediments were therefore found to be uncontaminated.

1b: The EIS addresses potential pier/shading impacts of the Modified Alternative 2 on pages 4-52 through 4-59 and of Alternative 3 on page
4-62. Table 4-7 provides a quantification of the impacts.

1c: See response to comment 1b. In addition, mitigation for shading is presented on page 4-64.

1d: The "Water Quality" discussion under "Secondary and Cumulative Impacts" in Section 4 of the EIS (pages 4-199 to 4-202) discusses
cumulative impacts.

1e: In response to comments received on the Draft EIS regarding Alternative 2, the design of Willow Creek through the multimodal
center has been modified. In Modified Alternative 2, Willow Creek would flow through 280 feet of enclosed culvert as opposed to 400 feet
in the Draft EIS design. The alignment and design of Willow Creek are discussed on pages S-16, 2-12, and 4-58 through 4-60 of the
EIS.

1f: Table 4-7 provides a detailed quantification of impacts to eelgrass and macroalgae beds. Long-term impacts from
Alternative 3 on fisheries resources are described on pages 4-61 through 4-63. Mitigation measures are presented on pages 4-65 and
4-67.

1g: This design element, a stormwater management plan, will be developed for the preferred alternative during subsequent
detailed design phases.

1h: Developing and implementing a long-term monitoring plan has been included as one of the mitigation measures for Modified Alternative
2 and Alternative 3 (pages 4-65 and 4-66 of the EIS, respectively).

C = concurrence, C/C = concurrence with comments, N = non-concurrence, N/C = non-concurrence with comments, W = waived, Cmts= comments
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Agency Letter or
Concurrence

Point

Responses to Comments

WDFW Pt. 1–C/C
05/06/97

2a: The EIS addresses potential pier/shading impacts of the modified Point Edwards alternative on pages 4-52 through 4-59.
Removal of the wooden portion of the existing ferry terminal pier is presented as a mitigation measure on page 4-64.

2b: New text has been added to the "Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife" section of Chapter 4 in the EIS (pages 4-61, 4-62, and 4-65)
regarding the relocation of the artificial reef and its effects.

2c: The issues of sediment scour and transport are addressed in the “Waterways and Hydrological Systems” section of the EIS
(pages 4-23 through 4-27 and pages 4-31 through 4-35) and in the "Geology and Soils" section (page 4-17). An analysis of the
potential for scouring was completed based on a computer model for the Jumbo Mark II (JM2) class ferry that will be operating
on the Edmonds-Kingston run. During the design phase, more detailed estimates of scour and transport will be made.

At Point Edwards, the existing pile-supported UNOCAL wharf and approach pier has had little, if any, discernible effect on the
littoral transport of sediment. An extensive buildup of sand has accumulated from the south breakwater of Edmonds Marina to
Point Edwards. This accumulation is a result of the marina breakwater intercepting a portion of the littoral drift. Since the
proposed facility would have similar pile supports, there should be little impact compared to the existing situation.

The natural seabed slope of approximately 1V:2H is close to the natural angle of repose of unconsolidated sand grains. Any
material suspended by the propeller wash over this slope would accumulate at depth offshore from the ferry slips. Resuspended
sand grains inshore of the ferry slips would be redistributed by natural currents in the area south of the south breakwater.

The Mid-Waterfront site would be subject to more scour than the Point Edwards location. The transport and deposition of the
resuspended sediments in this area would require additional field study and analysis for computing meaningful results.

WDFW Pt. 2–C/C
06/26/97 and
06/27/97

3a: During preliminary design, various alternative layouts were explored with WSF. WSF would prefer a facility that arranges waiting vehicles
into as many parallel lanes as possible. This flexibility would be best for dealing with vessel-loading problems. Multiple parallel lanes
would minimize disruption caused by vehicle breakdowns or absent drivers, enable WSF to take vehicles out of order, and maximize
the number of vehicles on each ferry by managing loading order or responding to changes in the size of vessels (large or small)
arriving at the terminal.

The preliminary design evaluated with the EIS optimizes WSF's demands for as many parallel lanes as possible, given construction cost
and site constraints. The Point Edwards site would require a costly structure leading to the ferry.

C = concurrence, C/C = concurrence with comments, N = non-concurrence, N/C = non-concurrence with comments, W = waived, Cmts= comments
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WDFW Pt.  2–C/C
06/26/97 and
06/27/97
(cont'd.)

Structure width has been held to the minimum acceptable for operating needs, minimizing both environmental impacts and construction
cost. Further narrowing of the structure would dramatically impact ferry loading efficiency. Furthermore, the Point Edwards pier
structure has been modified so that it is no longer one continuous width but is instead three piers. With three piers, daylight can penetrate
below the pier structure, thus minimizing shading impacts. This new pier design is discussed in the Summary (page S-15) and Chapter 2,
"Alternatives," (page 2-11) of the EIS.

Vehicles would only park on the overwater portion of the Point Edwards pier during peak periods. At these times, only
100 vehicles would be able to wait overwater–a significant reduction from the design in the Draft EIS, which would
have accommodated 210 waiting vehicles.

3b: Comment acknowledged; no response is considered necessary.

3c: See the response to comment 2a.

3d: See the response to comment 2c.

Department of
Ecology

Pt.  1–C/C
05/06/97

4a: As indicated on page 2-3 of the EIS, a full discussion of the scoring and ranking process of the alternatives is provided in the
Phase 1 Report (October 1994). The report is available at WSDOT, FHWA, and the City of Edmonds Community Services Department.
"Minimizing environmental impacts" and "maximizing community benefits" were two of the five criteria used to screen the
alternatives. Within both the environmental impacts and community benefits categories, numerical scores for each evaluation factor
(i.e., residential impacts, cultural resources) were assigned points on a scale of 1 to 5, totaled, and averaged. Scores for environmental
impacts were based on impacts after mitigation. In the resulting comparison of alternatives, the Point Edwards site scored best in those
two categories and ranked best overall. The Mid-Waterfront alternative ranked second, and the No Action alternative scored the
worst of the four alternatives evaluated.

The extent of environmental impacts and community benefits is described in detail throughout Chapter 4, "Environmental
Consequences," of the EIS.

4b: Rail service is discussed in the "Transportation Demand" section of Chapter 1, "Purpose of and Need for the Action," specifically
page 1-6 of the EIS.

4c: This is no longer an issue because overnight maintenance has been dropped as part of the project.

C = concurrence, C/C = concurrence with comments, N = non-concurrence, N/C = non-concurrence with comments, W = waived, Cmts= comments
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Department of
Ecology

Pt. 2-C/C
05/06/97

5a: Since preparation of the Draft EIS, CH2M HILL has performed a sediment investigation at the UNOCAL pier. The chemical
analytical results of that investigation showed compliance with the Washington State Sediment Quality Standards (SQS) [WAC
173-204-320]; the marine sediments were therefore found to be uncontaminated. The Department of Ecology has agreed that the
sediments are not contaminated (letter from Martha Turvey dated December 29, 2000). This information is presented in the
"Hazardous Waste" section of Chapter 3 of the EIS (page 3-109).

US Army Corps
of Engineers

Pt.  1–C
12/05/97

US Army Corps
of Engineers

Pt.  2–C/C
12/05/97
Comments in
05/23/97 let ter

6a: As noted in the WSDOT response letter to the Corps, dated August 14, 1997:

Willow Creek flows parallel and close to the railroad tracks through the project area. The possibility of relocating the creek or the tracks
was analyzed during the early stages of the project. Relocating the creek to the base of the hillside south of the multimodal center would be
costly, difficult, and could result in undesirable impacts to Edmonds Marsh (assuming that a relocated creek would drain from the marsh
along its southern edge, it could adversely affect the hydraulics of the marsh and thus exclude salt water from reaching most of the
western portion of the marsh). Changing the alignment of the railroad would be equally difficult and costly. The rail alignment is controlled by
the maximum curvature and minimum spacing requirements necessary for train operations.

The next to the last paragraph on page 2-11 in Chapter 2 of the EIS includes a discussion of moving people from downtown to the ferry
terminal and vice versa. The intent is that Community Transit or a special shuttle service would operate regular routes between the
terminal and downtown, along Admiral Way.

6b: The reasons for rejecting a short pier alternative at the Point Edwards site is provided on page 2-16 in Chapter 2 of the EIS.

6c: As mentioned in Appendix A (Tribal Consultations), the project proponent will continue to work with, and solicit input from, the
tribes throughout the duration of the project. Furthermore, in accordance with new requirements of Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act associated with consultation with affected tribes, FHWA has recently made a formal request that the tribes
provide appropriate input on the project.

C = concurrence, C/C = concurrence with comments, N = non-concurrence, N/C = non-concurrence with comments, W = waived, Cmts= comments
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US Army Corps
of Engineers

Pt.  2–C/C
12/05/97
Comments in
05/23/97 let ter
cont ’d.

6d: The following language regarding a contingency plan has been added on page 2-12 of the EIS:

If the people mover were to become inoperative, a two-way shuttle van or bus (used during Phase 1) would be provided by ferry
operations personnel to assist walk-on passengers that need help to travel between the terminal and the ferry. The shuttle bus would be
equipped to serve handicapped, elderly, or other people with mobility difficulties. In addition, passengers could elect to walk along the pier
walkway. This plan would be in place before operation of the multimodal people mover started.

US EPA Pt.  1–C
05/07/97

US EPA Pt.  2–C/C
09/25/97

7a: As mitigation for shading impacts, the wooden portion of the existing ferry terminal pier would be removed. The concrete abutment
would be used in conjunction with the adjacent Brackett's Landing facilities (see page 4-64 of "Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife" section in
Chapter 4 of the EIS).

7b: Overnight docking for fueling and maintenance purposes is no longer being considered. All references to those activities have
been eliminated from the EIS.

7c: Tables 4-21 and 4-22 of the EIS have been revised to clarify the impacts. Additional detail on impacts and potential impacts is
provided in the text of the "Hazardous Waste" sections of the EIS (pages 4-119 to 4-123, 4-185 to 4-194, and 4-207 to 4-208) and in the
Hazardous Waste Discipline Report (available from WSDOT).

7d: The EIS discusses potential water quality impacts of removing the existing UNOCAL pier in Chapter 4 of the EIS, under “Water Quality,”
specifically page 4-154, and identifies mitigation measures on page 4-158. The impacts and mitigation are primarily related to the removal
of the creosote-treated pilings.

Prior to publication of the Final EIS, CH2M HILL performed a sediment investigation at the UNOCAL pier. The chemical analytical results
of that investigation showed compliance with the Washington State Sediment Quality Standards (SQS) [WAC 173-204-320]; the
marine sediments were therefore found to be uncontaminated. The Department of Ecology has agreed that the sediments are not
contaminated (Letter from Martha Turvey dated December 29, 2000). This information is presented in the "Hazardous Waste" section of
Chapter 3 of the EIS (page 3-109).

A discussion of potential impacts of construction on the UNOCAL site on subsurface contaminant migration, including impacts that could
occur in relation to temporary pilings, is presented on pages 4-188 and 4-189 of the EIS. Details on mitigation measures to prevent the
spread of existing soil and groundwater contamination are presented on pages 4-193 and 4-194 of the EIS.

C = concurrence, C/C = concurrence with comments, N = non-concurrence, N/C = non-concurrence with comments, W = waived, Cmts= comments
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US EPA Pt.  2–C/C
09/25/97
cont ’d

7e: The concept of a short pier is discussed in the "Alternative Design Concepts Rejected" section presented in Chapter 2 of the EIS (page
2-16). Because the shorter pier concept was rejected, it would be inappropriate to perform further analysis (comparison of the
impacts of a short versus a long pier) in the EIS.

7f: See the response to comment 3a from the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife.

7g: See the response to comment 6d from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In addition, to clarify, the term "intermodal" implies a link
between modes; it does not imply minimizing reliance on mechanical means. The people mover would be powered by electricity and run on
rubber tires. Noise impacts are expected to be negligible and unmeasurable.

If the people mover were to become inoperative, a two-way shuttle van or bus (used during Phase 1) would be provided by ferry
operations personnel to assist walk-on passengers that need help to travel between the terminal and the ferry. The shuttle bus
would be equipped to serve handicapped, elderly, or other people with mobility difficulties. In addition, passengers could elect to walk
along the pier walkway. This plan would be in place before operation of the multimodal people mover started.

7h: The next to the last paragraph on page 2-11 in Chapter 2 of the EIS includes a discussion of moving people from downtown to the ferry
terminal and vice versa. The intent is that Community Transit or a special shuttle service would operate regular routes between
the terminal and downtown, along Admiral Way.

7i: The following statement has been added to page 4-38 to address this issue:

Periodic facility maintenance would require some cleaning. This would be accomplished with the use of a street sweeper and regular
maintenance of catch basins; materials collected would be disposed of in a safe, permitted facility.

7j: Parking would be provided to give users an opportunity to park vehicles safely and conveniently, then travel via ferry, bus, train, carpool,
and vanpool. This would reduce the number of single-occupant vehicle trips.

Parking is the key to making this facility an efficient intermodal terminal. The number of planned parking spaces is projected to meet the
demand, based on multiple use of the same spaces. The design assumes that ferry commuters who cannot use buses or trains to get
to their destination would park overnight in the same spaces where individuals who use mass transit for their trips park during the
day.

C = concurrence, C/C = concurrence with comments, N = non-concurrence, N/C = non-concurrence with comments, W = waived, Cmts= comments
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US EPA Pt. 2–C/C
09/25/97
cont’d

7k: The EIS discusses groundwater quality concerns related to dewatering activities under Alternative 3 on page 4-156. The greatest
concern is the potential for drawing contamination present beneath the Harbor Square development into the Dayton Street underpass
construction area. Several options for engineering controls to prevent contaminated groundwater migration during dewatering are
discussed on page 4-158 of the EIS. With these types of engineering controls in place, contamination from farther away on the
UNOCAL site would not be drawn towards Dayton Street.

Monitoring of dewatering discharges is discussed as a mitigation measure on page 4-158 to assure that contaminated groundwater
discharges to surface water do not occur. Water quality at the Deer Creek Hatchery would not be jeopardized in any way due to the
underpass dewatering operations.

Saltwater intrusion associated with Alternative 3 dewatering operations is discussed on page 4-156 of the EIS.

7l: Marine sediments are discussed in the "Hazardous Waste" section in Chapter 3 of the EIS, specifically page 3-109. See also the
response to comment 7d.

The EIS addresses potential pier/shading impacts of the modified Point Edwards alternative on pages 4-52 through 4-59. Table 4-7
demonstrates that there would be a net increase in habitat with implementation of the preferred alternative.

In response to comments received on the Draft EIS regarding Alternative 2, the design of Willow Creek through the multimodal
center has been modified. In Modified Alternative 2, Willow Creek would flow through 280 feet of enclosed culvert as opposed to 400 feet
in the Draft EIS design. The alignment and design of Willow Creek are discussed on pages S-16, 2-12, and 4-58 through 4-60 of the
EIS.

Additional language on monitoring has been included on pages 4-65 and 4-67 of the EIS.

7m: As mentioned in Appendix A (Tribal Consultations), the project proponent will continue to work with and solicit input from the
tribes throughout the duration of the project. Furthermore, in accordance with new requirements of Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act associated with consultation with affected tribes, FHWA has recently made a formal request that the
tribes provide appropriate input on the project.

7n: Kingston is not considered in the Draft EIS because it is already developed with sufficient capacity to handle the increasing load of travel
demand from this ferry route. Kingston already has two operating ferry slips, plus an overnight tie-up slip and has overhead
passenger loading facilities. The improvements at Edmonds, as proposed in the EIS, will not cause problems at Kingston.

C = concurrence, C/C = concurrence with comments, N = non-concurrence, N/C = non-concurrence with comments, W = waived, Cmts= comments
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Conceptual Mitigation Plan

Edmonds Crossing Project Preferred Alternative (Point Edwards)
The Edmonds Crossing Multimodal Center project provides a Conceptual Mitigation Plan for
Concurrence Point 3 because the resulting design development of the preferred alternative for a
NEPA class I project completes with identification of primary geometric features; a level of design
precedent to the start of construction plans specification and estimate preparation.  Construction to
full-buildout would occur in two phases over a nine-year span ending approximately 2015.  Phase one
includes realignment of SR 104 and construction of the fish passage construction and access road,
construction of the multimodal center and ferry pier, parking areas, the daylighting of Willow Creek,
and the enhancement of the Edmonds Marsh.  Phase two includes removal of the existing ferry
terminal and pier, and restoration of macroalgae and eelgrass beds.  The Conceptual Mitigation Plan
describes potential short and long-term impacts to aquatic resources posed by the Preferred
Alternative and shall be included in the Final EIS.  

Foremost, the multimodal center project is itself, the central mitigation measure to reduce SOV travel
and promote transportation convenience to commuters.  Associated with the multimodal center are
both the mitigation opportunities presented by potential impacts posed by the Preferred Alternative,
and those, which advantage existing elements of the project environs. 

Overall, the build alternatives benefit from hazardous materials clean up of the southerly adjacent
former UNOCAL site, and enhancement of the estuarine Edmonds Marsh through daylighting of
Willow Creek.  Additional key elements of the mitigation plan are integral to the location of the
Preferred Alternative at the Point Edwards Site. 

• Removal of the UNOCAL pier-allowing enhancement of open areas at the Marina Beach Park.

• Revised alignment of the pier at the boundaries of the Port Marina and Marina Beach Park to
create a larger, contiguous park space than was presented in the Draft EIS.  City of Edmonds
acquisition of the formerly leased parkland allows permanent public access.  Enhanced visual
quality of the pier structure and access to views.  Further, the shortened pier reduces the
amount of vehicles stored over water, and shading impacts than formerly posed.

• Through government-to-government coordination, an agreement is under development to both
reduce potential tribal fishing and ferry vessel operations conflicts, and to steward the marine
habitat.

1. Biological Assessment, May 2003:  Submitted for formal Section 7 ESA consultation to the
NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
on June 16, 2003.  Completion of the NOAA NMFS and the USFWS Biological Opinion is pending.

2. Project Description and Setting: Township 27 North, Range 3 East, Sections 23 and 26
The Edmonds Crossing Multimodal Center is a major marine development with a lesser upland
and minor freshwater component.  The project is located at Point Edwards, at the southern
boundary of Edmonds, in Snohomish County, Washington. 

The Edmonds Crossing project is intended to provide a long-term solution to current operations
and safety conflicts between ferry, rail, automobile, bus, and pedestrian traffic in downtown
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Edmonds.  FHWA, WSDOT (including Washington State Ferries [WSF]), and the city of Edmonds,
in cooperation with the US Army Corps of Engineers (CORPS), the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA), and the Suquamish, Tulalip, Lummi Nation, Swinomish, and the Port Gamble S’Kallalm
tribes propose to relocate the existing state ferry terminal form Main Street in downtown Edmonds
to another site farther from the downtown core.  In the process a multimodal center would be
established that would integrate the ferry, rail, and transit services into a single complex.
Realigned SR 104 from its current intersection with Pine Street Access would provide access.
The new complex would provide an upgraded ferry terminal designed to meet the operational
requirements for accommodating forecast ferry rider ship demand; a new rail station designed to
meet intercity (Amtrak) passenger service and commuter rail loading requirements; a transit center
that would meet local bus system and regional transit system loading requirements; facilities for
accommodating both vehicular commuters and walk-on passengers of the available transportation
modes (parking, drop-off areas, retail/ concessionaire space, and waiting areas); and a system
linking these facilities to allow for the safe movement of users.

The project area encompasses portions of the City of Edmonds and the central basin Puget
Sound. There are freshwater, marine, and terrestrial aspects to this project.  The upland portion of
the project affects Willow Creek and may indirectly affect Shellabarger Creek.  (See Figure 3-7)
The marine portion involves fishery resources (salmon) that are migratory and thus covers a larger
but less defined geographic area.  Terrestrial construction activities will encompass about 23.7
acres, generally bounded by the Edmonds city limits to the south, the existing SR 104 to the east,
the Puget Sound to the west, and the Edmonds Marsh to the north.

3. Aquatic Resource Impacts Summary:
3.1. Aquatic Resource Descriptions:  (See Figure 3-11)
Nearshore Marine Environment:  Shoreline areas in less than 80 feet of water, which roughly
corresponds to the lower limit of the photic zone in Puget Sound.  This includes intertidal and
shallow subtidal habitats, which are some of the most productive marine areas and are particularly
important for early rearing of many important species including salmonids.  Juvenile salmon,
particularly pink (O. gorbuscha), chum (O. keta), and fall chinook (O. tshawytscha) salmon, feed
on planktonic and epibenthic organisms in very shallow waters during the first spring and summer.
Other important plants and animals living nearshore are eelgrass, various species of macroalgae,
clams, Dungeness (Cancer magister) and other species of crabs, juvenile rockfish (Sebastes
spp.), flatfish (Pleuronectidae), perch (Embiotocidae), Pacific herring (Clupea pallasi), and sand
lance (Ammodytes hexapterus). 

Offshore Marine Environment:  Offshore habitats include open water used by pelagic fish and
deep waters (as deep as 650 feet).  The bottom character in deep waters offshore is sand and
finer material. Demersal fish and benthic invertebrates use this environment.  Offshore habitats
adjacent to the project area are host to a variety of fish and invertebrate species.  By far the most
important fish species commercially, recreationally, and biologically are the salmonids, including
chinook, coho, pink, chum, and sockeye salmon (O. nerka); steelhead (O. mykiss), and sea-run
cutthroat trout (O. Clarki).  Structure-oriented demersal fishes, such as lingcod, rockfish, cabezon,
and greenling are not abundant in central Puget Sound, as rocky habitats are uncommon except
in Admiralty Inlet.  Demersal fishes preferring soft bottoms, such as English sole, Dover sole
(Microstomus pacificus), sand sole (Psettichthys melanosticus), C-O sole, rock sole, starry
flounder, ratfish (Hydrolagus colliei), and spiny dogfish (Squalus acanthias) dominate offshore fish
communities in central Puget Sound (Delacy et al. 1972).  Historically, Pacific cod (Gadus
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macrocephalus) and walleye pollock (Theragra chalcogramma) were also abundant in the offshore
areas of Central Puget Sound.

Freshwater Environment:  The freshwater environment in the project area consists of two small
perennial streams, Willow Creek and Shellabarger Creek, and a 23-acre wetland system,
Edmonds Marsh. (See Figure 3-9)  The marsh is a complex of salt marsh and freshwater wetland.
Willow Creek is a perennial second-order stream with salmonids present below Pine Street, and
without salmonids above Pine Street; the culvert is impassable.  Base flow statistics are not
available, but base flow is probably on the order of about 0.1 to 0.5 cfs at the mouth.  Willow
Creek provides very little usable salmonid habitat.  Shellabarger Creek is a first-order stream and
originates in a residential area in the vicinity of Seventh Avenue and 235th Street at an elevation
of about 200 feet.  The creek runs northwest then west for about 1.0 mile and merges with Willow
Creek in Edmonds Marsh.  The habitat quality of trout species is considered at risk. Edmonds
Marsh meets the city of Edmonds Sensitive Area Ordinance Category 1 criteria.  This criterion
regulates a 100-foot-wide buffer and a 6:1 replacement ratio for any loss of acreage. 

3.2. Plant Communities:  
Five vegetative communities related to the above listed aquatic resources—emergent wetland,
forested/shrub wetland, shoreline, upland forest, and urban—are identified within the Edmonds
Crossing project area.  (See Figure 3-10)  A review of the DNR Natural Heritage Information
System indicated no records of important natural features, rare plants, or high-quality native plant
communities within the project area.  Acreages of some of these vegetative communities follow.

SELECTED PLANT COMMUNITIES OF THE PROJECT AREA
Emergent

Wetland
Approximately 2.3 acres located on the UNOCAL property, including existing detention basin 1 in
the northern corner of the property. (PEM, Category III) 
3.7 acres of freshwater marsh on the east side of SR 104. (PEM, PSS Category II)

Forested/Shrub
Wetland

Approximately 11 acres (PFO Category II) of the Edmonds Marsh wetland complex, and 22 acres
combined total of a community north of Pine Street and both east and west of SR 104. (PEM
Category II)

Upland Forest Approximately 37 acres, with 5 acres on the west-facing slope of the UNOCAL property, a 150 to
400 feet wide band west of the UNOCAL storage tanks along the bluff, and the remainder at City
Park north of Pine Street and east of SR 104. 

3.3. Aquatic Resource Impacts:  
The project will arguably result in long-term improvement of salmonid habitat conditions in the
action area; however, there will be some short-term, construction-related impacts.  There will also
be a few minor but measurable long-term impacts due to alterations to habitat related to the pier
structure.  Although the environmental baseline preservation and enhancement package offered
will far outweigh the impacts, current criteria for determining effects dictate the following
conclusions for project impacts in the action area:

• Chinook salmon: May Affect, Likely to Adversely Affect (LTAA)
• Bull trout: May Affect, Likely to Adversely Affect (LTAA)
• Bald eagle: May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect
• Marbled murrelet: May Affect, Likely to Adversely Affect
• Steller (northern) sea lion: May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect
• Humpback whale: No Effect
• Leatherback sea turtle: No effect
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Aquatic resource impacts are summarized by the following function and value categories:

IMPACTS TO AQUATIC RESOURCES 
Water Quality Overall, long-term water quality in the project vicinity would improve slightly, as pollutant loadings in runoff would

generally be reduced compared to the No Action Alternative. No on-site runoff would be discharged to Willow Creek
or Edmonds Marsh. Both Willow Creek and Edmonds Marsh would benefit from this reduction of runoff
contamination. 
Least amount of shading of nearshore marine habitat by ferry pier compared to other alternatives, with
corresponding fewer impacts on photosynthesis and dissolved oxygen concentrations. Propeller scour could induce
intermittent locally elevated turbidity near the Puget Sound shoreline.

Wetlands Overall, there is long-term beneficial impact to fish and wetland wildlife through daylighting Willow Creek than would
occur in the No Action Alternative. Net gain in area of emergent wetland (0.57 acre), associated with the daylighting
of Willow Creek.
Construction would affect 0.06 acre of wetland and 0.2 acre of wetland buffer. Reduction and/or relocation in
surface water inputs would potentially change functions and volumes within wetland areas. 
Alteration of saltwater input to Edmonds Marsh could change species composition within the marsh.

Vegetation Fish and
Wildlife

Overall, there is a loss of approximately 3.56 acres of upland forest habitat than would occur in the No Action
Alternative. Wildlife could be affected by removal of vegetation and habitat; by increased isolation of habitats; and
by increased human activity, glare, and noise. 
Relocation of SR 104 could further weaken the existing linkage between the upland forest and the Edmonds Marsh. 
Removal of UNOCAL pier would cause bald eagles to locate perching site elsewhere. 
Decreased shading of shoreline creates better fish habitat from removal of both the UNOCAL and Main Street ferry
pier.
Increased shading of the seafloor by the new pier would affect food sources in the area. Ferry scour could have
some effect on plant and animal communities in the vicinity. Shading and propeller wash scour would effectively
remove 34,969 square feet of macroalgae but no eelgrass. Approximately 11,365 square feet of intertidal and
subtidal fine and mixed-fine grain habitat would be lost due to piling and other structural footprints.
The pier would also extend over 0.69 acre of tidelands west of the park.

4. Proposed Compensatory Aquatic Resource Mitigation:
Where possible impacts to aquatic resources including wetlands and buffers would be avoided
and minimized through the design process using the WSDOE sequencing procedures.  Further,
the WSDOE mitigation ratios for creation restoration, enhancement and preservation would be
appropriately implemented to meet functional goals for the resource mitigation type, size and
location.  Following is a summary of mitigation to long-term impacts posed by the proposed
Edmonds Multimodal Center, Preferred Alternative.  (See Figure 4-11)

COMPENSATORY AQUATIC RESOURCE MITIGATION
Water Quality Provide a stormwater treatment system commensurate with the Washington State Department of Ecology

requirements to treat runoff from the multimodal center, access roadways, and from ferry loading and exiting lanes.
Additional pollution source control measures will be included as part of a stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP) for site operations.

Wetlands Impacts to wetlands and buffers avoided where possible and minimized through design. Where unavoidable,
measures to enhance wetland functions and values would include the following: 
Daylight a portion of Willow Creek and appropriately revegetate the creek banks with native wetland vegetation. 
Enhance wetland buffer vegetation along the southern forested edge of Edmonds Marsh by planting native species
and replacing snags and woody debris and by planting native trees to provide future nesting habitat for great blue
herons.
Plant a wetland buffer along the west side of Edmonds Marsh.

Vegetation Fish and
Wildlife

An over-sized bottomless culvert will be used for the Pine Street over-crossing of Willow Creek. This will restore fish
passage and allow room for wildlife including amphibians, reptiles, and small- and medium-sized mammals to pass
beneath the road.
Partially restore habitat and return wildlife to site through revegetation and site restoration. Place snags along
southern edge of Edmonds Marsh to replace perches lost to development. Plant mostly native trees adjacent to the
ferry access road to buffer wildlife from human activity and glare. Avoid introducing nonnative invasive species and
remove invasive species, where practical.
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COMPENSATORY AQUATIC RESOURCE MITIGATION
Daylight all but 180 feet of lower Willow Creek and restore to an open channel.
Remove the wooden trestle portion of the Main Street ferry pier and the UNOCAL pier as a beneficial mitigation
measure of all action alternatives. 
Design pier to facilitate under-pier juvenile salmon passage.
Restore salt marsh function to some portion of Edmonds Marsh that is now freshwater wetland (and was salt marsh
historically).
Restore subtidal ferry scour trench at existing ferry pier with fine sand and replant with approximately 2.6 acres of
eelgrass. Depths below –30 feet MLLW would receive scattered cobble for macroalgae attachment over a 3.0-acre
area.

5. Potential Mitigation Site Pre-Construction Description:
Following are descriptions of the potential mitigation sites for the Edmonds Crossing Multimodal
project.

Willow Creek originates approximately 1.5 miles southeast of the marine shoreline near 6th

Avenue South and Elm Street.  The stream flows northwest through a moderately incised ravine
that is surrounded by residential and commercial development, then through a culvert under Pine
Street near SR 104 and past the Deer Creek Fish Hatchery before flowing into Edmonds Marsh.
The Willow Creek riparian corridor south of Pine Street and through the hatchery is a narrow,
shaded corridor with gently sloping banks.  In this southern portion of the project area, Willow
Creek is small, perennial, and unclassified.  Below Pine Street the creek is a second-order stream
with a DNR stream classification of “F” (perennial with salmonids), and drains to a Class AA water
body, the Puget Sound offshore of the city.  Water quality in the farthest downstream reaches of
Willow Creek is strongly influenced by tidal influxes of saltwater.  Vegetation along the creek
includes western red cedar (Thuja plicata), red alder (Alnus rubra), bigleaf maple (Acer
marophyllum), and Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) in the overstory; salmonberry (Rubus
spectabilis), Indian plum (Oemlaria cerasifomis), salal (Gaultheria shallon), and Oregon grape
(Mahonia aquifolia) in the shrub layer; and sword (Polysticum munitum) and lady fern (Anthyrium
filix-femina), pig-a-back (Tolmeia menziesii) bentgrass (Agrostis spp.), reed canarygrass (Phalaris
arundinacea), and mannagrass (Glyceria grandis) in the herb layer.

The portion of Willow Creek located adjacent to the UNOCAL lower yard flows through a sparsely
vegetated excavated channel, then enters a 48-inch-diameter culvert for approximately 1,275 feet
before discharging to Puget Sound in the intertidal zone at Marina Beach Park.

Edmonds Marsh is a 23-acre marsh located near the waterfront in downtown Edmonds.  The
marsh is bounded by SR 104 on the east, the Harbor Square commercial development on the
north, the BNSFRR tracks and the Port of Edmonds on the west, and the existing UNOCAL
property and the Deer Creek Fish Hatchery on the south.  The marsh was deeded to the city of
Edmonds in 1981, and is established by the City as a Wildlife Sanctuary on its Environmentally
Sensitive Areas map, and is designated as a Priority Habitat in the WDFW Priority Habitat and
Species database.  Wetland classifications are listed in the following table.
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EDMONDS MARSH WETLAND CLASSICATIONS
Eastern Area Seasonally flooded PEM (freshwater) dominated by cattails (Typha spp.), with associated purple loosestrife

(Lythrum salicaria) and hard-stem bulrush (Scirpus acutus).
Western Area Estuarine intertidal emergent (E2EM) dominated by American three-square (Scirpus americanus), fleshly juamea

(Juamea carmosa), and Pacific silverweed (Potentilla anserina), with associated salt marsh bulrush (Scirpus
maritimus), saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), and soft rush (Juncus effusus).

North and
Southeastern Areas

Seasonally flooded palustrine forested and scrub-shrub wetland (PFO/PSS) is dominated by red alder (Alnus rubra),
Scouler’s willow (Salix. scoulariana), black cottonwood (Populus balsamifera), salmonberry (Rubus spectabalis),
and reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea).  Invasive Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), Japanese
knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum), and Scot’s broom (Cytisus scoparius) are found along the northwestern marsh
border.

The PFO/PSS component of the marsh is largest in the southeastern section, adjacent to the Deer
Creek Fish Hatchery and existing UNOCAL property.  This area is associated with the marsh and
Willow Creek, which enters the marsh north of the intersection of Pine Street and SR 104 on the
southeast side of the hatchery.  In the overstory, red alder (Alnus rubra), black cottonwood
(Populus balsimifera), and Scouler’s Willow (Salix scouleriana) dominate with associated western
red cedar (Tsuja plicata), bigleaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), and Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga
menziesii).  Salmonberry (Rubus spectabilis) is dominant in the shrub layer.  Lady fern (Anthyrium
felix-femina), creeping buttercup (Ranunculus repens), and reed canarygrass (Phalarus
arundinacea) dominate the herb layer with associated pig-a-back (Tolmeia menziesii), skunk
cabbage (Lystichitum americanum), and fringecup (Telima gradiflora).  Willow species dominate
the forested area of the marsh northern section.

Very dark, silty muck of the Mukilteo Muck, a hydric soil, predominate the marsh.  The Alderwood
and Everett Gravelly Sandy Loam soil series are found in the forested area on the south side of
the marsh and adjacent to the Deer Creek Fish Hatchery.  Fresh water enters the marsh from
Willow Creek, which flows from upland areas to the south and east, and from Shellabarger Creek,
which enters via a culvert under SR 104 approximately 800 feet north of Willow Creek.
Shellabarger Creek flows southwest in a natural channel to a confluence with Willow Creek in the
southeastern section of the marsh, just west of the Deer Creek Fish Hatchery.  From their
confluence, both creeks flow west to southwesterly.  This large, wetland densely vegetated with
emergent species provides high flood storage and desynchronization, sediment trapping, nutrient
removal, and water quality improvement functions.  The emergent forested and shrub components
provide a diversity of wildlife habitat.

The city of Edmonds rates the marsh as a Category I (high-quality) wetland, which is a habitat for
a state monitor species, the great blue heron.  Areal replacement ratio of 6:1 compensation for
impacts to Category I wetlands is required, though disturbance is rarely permitted.  Wetland buffer
areas for Category I wetlands are typically 100 feet.  

Pine Street over-crossing of Willow Creek is undersized and precludes wildlife and fish passage. 

Propeller-scour patterns at nearshore (offshore) areas of the existing ferry terminal indicate that
propeller-induced currents are sufficient to transport seabed material away, preventing the return
of eelgrass to the area offshore from the terminal.  Dredging to achieve the depths necessary to
operate a ferry close to shore formed part of the channel near the pier.  The areal extent of the
apparent scouring is probably in equilibrium with the natural environment.  Seasonal changes, if
any are not known.  The existing ferry terminal is bordered by a fully developed urban setting.  The
Underwater Park, a marine sanctuary, is located on the north side of the existing ferry terminal
pier.  See item 3.2 above for marine life information relevant to the existing pier location.

The project construction and actual implementation is phased because the estimated costs
associated with full buildout and current funding limitations.  Depending upon funding level,
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proposed Phase 1 facilities would be complete and operational by roughly 2008.  Phase 1 would
include minimum operating facility requirements for WSF at the Point Edwards site: the ferry pier
structure, a train/ferry/bus terminal and associated parking garage, a new approach roadway
through upland forested hill slope, and the daylighting and realignment of Willow Creek.  Along
with the stream realignment the restoration of Edmonds Marsh would occur.  As part of
construction for a Sound Transit project occurring prior to the proposed 2006 start of the Edmonds
Crossing project, the Pine Street wildlife and fish passage culvert would be installed per
agreement.

Phase 2 includes the remaining development proposed, which would be operational by 2015.  As
part of Phase 2 the wooden over-water portion of the existing ferry pier to the waterside of the
concrete abutment would be removed and macroalgae and eelgrass restoration would occur.

6. Mitigation Success Criteria: 
During the permit process a final mitigation plan for impacts to wetlands including landscape
drawings, plant specifications, and a monitoring and maintenance plan would be prepared. 

7. Monitoring Plan: 
 See the statement under item 6 above. 

8. Mitigation Performance Standards Contingency Plan: 
 See the statement under item 6 above. 

9. Mitigation Site Maintenance Plan:  
See the statement under item 6 above.
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SAC Comments/Response Table
Edmonds Crossing Concurrence Point #3, June 2004

Comment Number Comment Response

Bill Ryan, United States Environmental Protection Agency:  Concurrence with Comments Received May 26, 2004

1

CONNOLLY

EWBANK

RAMOS

TOLON

The information provided for review did not allow us to determine
how the conclusion that the function of the marsh as a wildlife
refuge would not be “substantially impaired” was reached.  The 4(f)
evaluation presents little detailed information to support that
conclusion or the criteria used to determine a “substantial” effect or
impairment.  We recommend that the final EIS include a more
detailed analysis of the potential project effects on the marsh and
the wildlife that use it as habitat.  The assessment should explain
the relationship between the FHWA noise criteria used in the 4(f)
evaluation and the sensitivity of wildlife species using the marsh to
noise, citing applicable technical reports or studies.  Similarly, the
final EIS should provide additional information related to species-
specific sensitivities to light and other disturbing activities and their
relationship to levels that would be generated by the project.

It should be noted that a Section 4(f) Evaluation is an analysis of how the proposed action would use (impact) a public park,
recreational area, wildlife refuge, or National Register-eligible historic property within the project locale. Similar to
selection of the LEDPA, the Section 4(f) processes evaluate an alternative on its ability to feasibly and prudently
meet the purpose and need for the project, and the ability to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) resources.

The Section 4(f) Evaluation summarizes and highlights the key findings and conclusions (as they may relate to
Section 4(f) resources) of applicable technical discipline studies. Because of potential effects to Edmonds Marsh, the
applicable studies reflected in the Section 4(f) Evaluation included the wetlands, vegetation, and wildlife reports.
These reports are referenced and expanded upon in far greater detail in the EIS, providing the requested
information on potential effects on the marsh and the sensitivity of wildlife to the proposed development and its
associated activities.

The Section 4(f) Evaluation is required to identify direct effects (typically property acquisition) and proximity effects that
are severe enough that the activities, features, or attributes that qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) of the
US Department of Transportation Act of 1966 are substantially impaired. Based on the technical analyses
contained in the wetlands, vegetation, and wildlife reports, the Section 4(f) Evaluation concludes that while the
marsh and wildlife habitat would be affected by the project, the effects would not substantially impair the attributes of the
marsh or the surrounding habitat. In addition, the project proposes a number of measures to mitigate for identified effects
and actually to improve habitat conditions (enlarged wetland and stream buffers, additional plantings within the
buffers, daylighting of Willow Creek, and construction of an oversized, bottomless culvert at the realigned SR 104 over-
crossing of Willow Creek). These measures are summarized in the Section 4(f) Evaluation and in the response to comment
#2 below, and presented in greater detail in the EIS.

The Section 4(f) Evaluation is also required to demonstrate that the project includes all possible planning to avoid or
minimize harm to the Section 4(f) resources. A number of alternatives that avoided Section 4(f) resources were evaluated
in terms of their feasibility and prudence and were found wanting for several reasons as elaborated in the
document. The Section 4(f) Evaluation also highlighted numerous design refinements that were incorporated into the
preferred alternative to minimize effects. For example, to minimize effects to Edmonds Marsh, the dedicated bus
driveway, proposed in the Draft EIS, that extended from the multi-modal center northward between the BNSFRR tracks
and the marsh was eliminated. In addition, the access road to the center was shifted as far to the south as possible to avoid
use of, or proximity effects to, the marsh.

Through this process of evaluating direct and proximity effects, avoidance alternatives, and minimization effects, the
Section 4(f) Evaluation has added another test to the identification of the least environmentally damaging but
practicable alternative.

Regarding the issue of the effect of noise on wildlife, the FHWA noise criteria applied in the Section 4(f) Evaluation are
based upon human perceptions to projected traffic noise levels. The science does not exist to directly relate the reaction of
certain species to specific noise levels. The average response of a species to disturbance (if it were
quantifiable) would likely be derived from very diverse individual responses, because both the site conditions and the
previous acclimation of the individual animal or bird would affect the way that individual would respond. It should
also be noted that almost all the species sensitive to noise and general disturbance stopped using the project area years
ago. This is not to suggest that conditions would greatly improve in the future, but with the mitigation proposed as
part of the project ( see the response to comment #2), some conditions will, in fact, improve. For example, as noted in the
EIS, because of the proposed increase in the size of the buffer between the terminal access road and the marsh, and the
resulting opportunity for more heron nesting sites and a visual buffer, the WDFW Urban Biologist, Patricia Thompson,
was able to conclude that the habitat would improve over current conditions.
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SAC Comments/Response Table
Edmonds Crossing Concurrence Point #3, June 2004

Comment Number Comment Response

2

SWOPE

There are many ways to impact the marsh besides filling it (e.g.,
cutting off surface or sub-surface water sources) and all efforts
should be made to avoid adversely affecting it.  Measures to be
used to avoid impacting the marsh and its buffer should be reported
in the final EIS.

Edmonds Marsh was delineated in 1995, during the early development of the Draft EIS. The information from that
delineation has been used in the preliminary design of the proposed facilities, as well as for the impact analysis
reflected in the EIS. The delineation will need to be redone and verified by the US Army Corps of Engineers prior to
obtaining the Section 404 permit.

As noted in the response to comment #1 above, the Section 4(f) Evaluation summarizes the key findings and conclusions
of the EIS and the supporting technical discipline reports. The EIS presents in greater details the measures that
were incorporated into the design of the proposed facilities to avoid adversely impacting the marsh and, in fact,
enhancing the wetland and surrounding upland habitats where feasible.

The following is a brief description of those measures:

-- Wetland and stream buffer vegetation along the southern-forested edge of the marsh would be enhanced by planting
desirable native species (black cottonwood and Douglas-fir trees) and removing non-native invasive species. The
buffer area would be densely planted up to a width of 20 feet to reduce noise intrusion. These measures would
enhance the vegetative complexity of the habitat of the wetland buffer and create a visual screening. A detailed
planting plan would be approved by WDFW prior to issuance of permits.

-- Mostly native shrubs and trees would be planted along the margins of the realigned SR104 to buffer surrounding
habitats from human activity and light associated with operation of the proposed facilities and to mitigate, in part, for the
loss of forested habitat as a result of construction activities.

-- A fence would be installed along the terminal access road, limiting access to the buffer area by humans and pets.

-- As noted in the response to comment #1 above, the dedicated bus driveway, proposed in the Draft EIS, that was
located along the west side of the marsh, was eliminated in the design of the preferred alternative. In addition, the
access road to the multi-modal center was relocated as far south as possible to avoid use of, or proximity effects to, the
marsh.

-- An oversized, bottomless culvert would be constructed for the realigned SR 104/Pine Street over-crossing of Willow
Creek. This would allow room for wildlife, including amphibians, reptiles, and small and medium sized
mammals, to pass beneath the road and help maintain the habitat corridor that exists along Willow Creek. This would be
a significant improvement over what exists at that location today.

-- Willow Creek would be diverted from its present 1,275-foot long culverted section and realigned/redesigned to
allow for a number of "daylighted" sections through the project area. Much of the stream parallel to and east of the
railroad tracks would be enhanced with large woody debris, boulders, and riparian vegetation. The new stream
channel would provide foraging habitat for numerous birds and small mammals such as mink and river otter.

-- The daylighting of Willow Creek would create additional tidal wetland habitat that would likely be used by killdeers,
sandpipers, great blue herons, muskrats, and other species of wildlife.

3

CONOLLY

We do not believe that this [trail construction and use] can be
considered mitigation if additional impacts would result.  Mitigation
efforts should be aimed at reducing impacts from noise, light and
human activity on the marsh and its buffer.  We recommend that the
final EIS include more information on the planting/noise reduction
mitigation measures proposed to reduce impacts to the marsh (e.g.,
locations and types of plantings).  The EIS should also clearly
identify the location of proposed trails, expected usage levels and
include a discussion of the effects the trails are expected to mitigate.

At the present time, trails exist along the north and west sides of Edmonds Marsh, developed and maintained by the City
of Edmonds. The intent of these trails is to enhance public awareness of the value of the wetland ecology. The
City of Edmonds Parks, Recreation and Open Space Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 2001, includes additional
interpretative trails in the vicinity of the Deer Creek Hatchery. These trails are not part of the proposed Edmonds
Crossing project. The reference to funding additional planned interpretative trails in the vicinity of the hatchery
has been removed as mitigation from the Section 4(f) Evaluation.

It should be emphasized that the City is committed to the protection of the marsh. The City's position is clear that it
will not support the creation of a walkway that either crosses or fully encircles the marsh. It should also be noted that the
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Edmonds Crossing project is not proposing, either as part of the design nor as mitigation for potential effects, any
trails to, around, or within the marsh.

As noted in the response to comment #2 above, the project includes a number of measures to enhance wetlands
and stream buffer vegetation along the marsh to increase habitat diversity and to provide both a visual screen and a
noise reducing effect. The EIS states that a planting plan would be developed and approved by WDFW prior to
the issuance of permits. Including a more detailed plan is not practical until the facility design is closer to the
60% level.

Kate Stenberg and Jack Kennedy, United States Army Corp of Engineers:  Concurrence with Comments Received May 26, 2004

4

CLIFTON

SWOPE

WEED

LEDPA Application – Environmentally Poor:  We are unable to
apply the “least environmentally damaging practicable alternative”
label to plans to move Edmonds’ passenger train station and bus
loading facilities form their current functional locations near
Edmonds’ downtown core…We think the collocation of the bus and
rail facilities with the ferry terminal is a poor idea…such collocation
threatens the Edmonds Marsh…

The Modified Point Edwards Site would place Edmonds’ passenger
train and bus facilities south of the Edmonds Marsh, a large wetland
preserve which would uniquely and effectively screen the train and
bus facilities from Edmonds-area users living or working near the
downtown core, and to the areas immediately north and northeast.
The Edmonds Marsh is large, and from a circulation point of view,
hard to get people around without increased vehicular use.  A
predictable result will be public calls for a pedestrian walkway
across the marsh, or even a new road, from the “multimodal
transportation center” to downtown Edmonds.  We note the strong
position taken by the City of Edmonds in the EIS against allowing
further development in the marsh…the Seattle District maintained
that it is not good public policy to locate a city’s bus and train
terminals in a manner that lets a large, unbroken wetland separate
them from the downtown core.

(Comments most specific to the environmental function of the
preferred alternative are excerpted.)

As noted in the response to EPA comment #3, the City of Edmonds is committed to the protection of Edmonds Marsh.
The marsh is planned and zoned as "Open Space" in the City's Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map. The
City's Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Comprehensive Plan designates the marsh as a wildlife refuge.
According to a Quit Claim Deed between UNOCAL and the City, Parcel 4 (which contains most of Edmonds Marsh)
"shall be used by the City only as a public park and recreational facility with the primary purpose as a wildlife
preserve and open space". The City intends to uphold the conditions of this agreement. Also noted in the
response to EPA comment #3, the City will not support the creation of a walkway that either crosses or fully encircles
the marsh.

While it is recognized that the project would result in increased activity in the vicinity of the marsh, all measures
have been taken to avoid or minimize potential effects and, with the mitigation proposed as part of the project,
some conditions will actually improve. To avoid or minimize possible effects, numerous design refinements were
incorporated into the project, including the elimination of a dedicated bus way, as proposed in the Draft EIS, that
would have extended along the westside of the marsh between the multi-modal center and downtown
Edmonds (the project now proposes frequent bus connections to downtown Edmonds via Admiral Way immediately
west and across the railroad tracks from the center). In addition, the access roads to the multimodal center was
shifted to the south to avoid use of, or proximity effects to, the marsh and, in the process, enlarge the buffer
area between the marsh and the project.

Other measures to protect and enhance the marsh and the surrounding upland habitat include:

-- enhance wetland and buffer area by planting desirable native species

-- install a fence along the terminal access road

-- construct an oversized, bottomless culvert at the realigned SR 104/Pine Street over-crossing of Willow Creek

-- daylight Willow Creek

See the response to EPA comment #2 for more details regarding these measures.

5

WEED

LEDPA Application – Practicability Poor:  We are unable to apply
the “least environmentally damaging practicable alternative” label to
plans to move Edmonds’ passenger train station and bus loading
facilities form their current functional locations near Edmonds’
downtown core…We think the collocation of the bus and rail
facilities with the ferry terminal is a poor idea…such
collocation…would result in a facility that will see a decline in
practicability for Edmonds-area bus and train commuters.

The March 2004 Concurrence Point #3 packet clearly documents the reasons why the Point Edwards Alternative is the
LEDPA and best satisfies the purpose and need for the project. There are many reasons, but among the more
important are improving the current safety issues related to the at-grade rail crossing, relieving traffic
congestion in the downtown Edmonds area during ferry loading and unloading operations, and strengthening the
linkages between the downtown and the waterfront.

The following discussion restates relevant responses to similar comments from the Corps in the past.

1. Funding for the Kingston to Seattle passenger-only ferry project was lost with the passage of Initiative 695 in
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The most significant advantage the “multimodal transportation
center” will provide would be to the weekday morning Kingston-to-
Seattle ferry commuters, who could immediately board southbound
trains or other “destination buses” as the leave the ferry terminal,
perform the reverse with their evening commute.  That is an
advantage that would cease to apply if the often discussed
Kingston-to-Seattle is introduced.

Residents of Woodway would benefit from the practicability of
relocating the bus and train facilities to their towns boundary with
Edmonds.  Some gain in practicability might accrue to bus and train
commuters approaching the terminal from the east, on SR 104 and
on Pine Street, if the quarter-mile long 2-lane access road depicted
on the EIS drawings does not lead from an intersection choked by
separating inbound ferry traffic from inbound and outbound bus and
train traffic.

The loss in practicability would accrue to the near-in Edmonds
residents who now walk to the bus or train stations, and to people
using the bus or train to visit Edmonds, and stroll, dine, or shop.
These categories of people would have to use circulation buses,
and be subjected to “one more  link in the modal chain.”  We saw no
evidence that their numbers would be equaled or exceeded by
Edmonds-area residents freed of an extra mode.

Comments most specific to the practicability of the preferred
alternative are excerpted.

November 1999. WSF has since dropped passenger-only routes from service. There is an application before
the WUTC for privately operated passenger-only service between Kingston and Seattle. The proposed boat
would be slower and the fares would be much higher than what WSF was envisioning prior to 1999. It should be noted
that in the previous studies, the market for a Kingston-Seattle passenger-only ferry route was driven much more by traffic
diverted from the Seattle/Bainbridge route than the relatively small amount of traffic from the Kingston/Edmonds route.

2. The access road to and from the ferry terminal and multi-modal center, as illustrated in the EIS, would be
designed to accommodate the projected ferry traffic (up to four vessels) and transit-oriented (bus and train) traffic. In
addition, the redesigned SR 104/Pine Street/Edmonds Way intersection would accommodate the project traffic. The
traffic analysis prepared for the project indicates an efficient and fully functional intersection during p.m. peak
hour in the design year of 2030.

3. Origin-destination studies conducted for this project have clearly demonstrated that  only a very small
percentage of trips utilizing the Edmonds/Kingston ferry route are going to or coming from the downtown Edmonds core.

4. The traffic flow using the ferry provides very little pass-by business within the Edmonds downtown.
Because of this weak link between ferry traffic and downtown business activity, the relocation of the ferry terminal to
Point Edwards should not have a noticeable economic effect.

5. Relocation of the various modes to a single location at Point Edwards will separate the traffic destined to those
multi-modal center from the traffic destined to the downtown core. The small percentage of ferry, rail and bus riders
who need to travel to the downtown will be able to do so by the proposed circulator bus that will operate along Admiral
Way immediately west and across the railroad tracks from the center.

6. The proposed Point Edwards site is less than 3/4 mile from the existing ferry terminal, 1/2 mile from the
downtown core (the southern edge of which is Dayton Street) and Harbor square, one of the City’s major
business parks.  Additionally, the city envisions further development in the area of the old Safeway store and
Amtrak station, and a large residential development is under construction on the hillside above Point Edwards.
For many of those ferry/rail/bus riders who have "downtown" destinations, the distance they would need to
travel may actually be closer than currently exists.

Teresa A. Eturaspe, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife:  Concurrence with Comments Received April 15, 2004

6

TOLON

We will need to see your final culvert designs very soon for the new
route to the Puget Sound.

At the Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD), the project level of design would be at approximately 30%, which
comprises delineation of the major structural features and their layout.  Detail design of structural features occurs
during the Plans, Specification and Estimate (PS&E) process in the final stages of design.  In other words, final
culvert design is developed at the time when project permit applications are prepared.  The culvert design is an
integral part of the entire project design; minor design changes could occur in response to permit requirements.
Such design details would not be available for this project until late 2005 or early 2006.

7

WHITMAN
EWBANK

Show us how you intend to control water levels in the marsh. The proposed design for the Edmonds Crossing project does not incorporate water level control in the marsh,
except under emergency conditions. During conditions of extremely high tides coupled with a strong storm surge,
City staff may manually close a tide gate to prevent the marsh water level from overtopping the existing levee on
the north side of the marsh.  This action would be taken, if needed, to protect a business park from flooding.  Such
an event might occur on the order of once every 1-3 years and for several hours per event. During all other times,
the Willow Creek culverts and channel between Edmonds Marsh and Puget Sound would be completely open to
tidal surge and freshwater outflow.  Periodic operation of the tide gate would not alter the ecological functions of
the salt marsh or perimeter freshwater marsh, as the hydraulic control would be so brief and so infrequent. Since
the flow capacity of the new culverts and new open channel would be much greater (less restrictive) than the
current conditions, a greater amount of saltwater would enter the marsh in flood tides and ebb out of the marsh on
a daily basis. As a result, the size of the salt marsh area is expected to increase. The spatial extent of salt marsh
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expansion is unknown, however, as it has not been modeled.
The project could result in lower marsh water levels at times of low tides relative to existing conditions because the
new Willow Creek culverts and open channel would drain the marsh more effectively.  The existing culvert nearest
the outlet of the marsh has an invert elevation that lies above the outlet channel bottom, and therefore impounds
water to a shallow depth upstream of it.  That impoundment causes shallow water ponding in much of the marsh.
Much of the marsh lies at an elevation of +8 to +9 feet MLLW. Salt marshes throughout Puget Sound typically do
not retain water at low tide in this upper intertidal elevation range.  The current design plan for the Willow Creek
channel and the new culverts within it downstream of the marsh does not include raised culvert invert elevations,
or a weir, to impound shallow water in the marsh.  If desired by WDFW or other project stakeholders, the design
could easily be modified to include a low weir, or a raised culvert elevation nearest the marsh outlet, to accomplish
similar water impoundment at all times in the marsh as occurs in the existing condition.

8

CLIFTON
SWOPE

We will need to see the agreement showing that Sound Transit and
not DOT will design and build the Pine Street culvert and that
construction will occur in the first and not the last stage of the
project.

Sound Transit will have no role in the Pine Street culvert-- Sound Transit's role will be limited to the culvert under
the railroad tracks.  Sound Transit will construct a box culvert below the existing and proposed tracks to allow for
the daylighting of Willow Creek.  The culvert will be installed during the installation of the second track at the time
the full project is constructed.  When Sound Transit plans for the box culvert construction become available, they
can be provided to WDFW.

BA biological assessment
BNSFRR Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad
DEIS draft environmental impact statement
DNR Washington State Department of Natural
Resources
Ecology Washington State Department of Ecology
EIS environmental impact statement
EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
ESA Endangered Species Act

FEIS final environmental impact statement
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
LEDPA least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
PFEIS preliminary final environmental impact statement
ROD record of decision
SEPA State Environmental Policy Act
SMA salmon management area

SR state route
UNOCAL Union Oil Company
USACOE United States Army Corps of Engineers
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
WSDOT Washington State Department of Transportation
WSF Washington State Ferries
WSFW Washington State Fish and Wildlife
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Responses to October 14, 2003, Letter from The Suquamish
Tribe Regarding Comments of the Draft PFEIS
1. The text has been revised to include more information regarding the known densities of

Dungeness crabs and geoduck clams.

2. The text has been revised to acknowledge that the tribes conduct fisheries for non-
salmonid fin fish in SMA 9 and that commercial salmon fisheries may be conducted in
SMA 9 in the future.

3. The text has been revised to simply state that the Suquamish Tribe has indicated that the
design modifications are an improvement over the preferred alternative identified in the
Draft EIS.

4. The test has been revised by removing the phrase “… and have provided written
support of Modified Alternative 2.”

5. The text has been clarified to indicate that as long as SMA 9 is closed to commercial
fishing, there should not be a conflict. In response to comment 2 above, the text has been
revised elsewhere in the document to acknowledge that SMA  9 could be open in the
future.

6. This section has been revised to include the key points of the Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) between the Washington State Ferries; the City of Edmonds; and the
Suquamish, Lummi, Swinomish, and Tulalip Tribes regarding mitigation for the
anticipated unavoidable present and future effects and impacts of the Edmonds
Crossing Project on the continued exercise of federally protected Treaty Fishing Rights
of the Tribal partners.

7. The paragraph on page G-9 has been revised to specifically refer to the federally
protected Treaty Fishing Rights and the exercise of those rights in the marine areas
adjacent to the project site.

8. The Mitigation Summary has been revised to reflect the provisions of the MOA.
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